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Public Hearing Summary Report

Tupelo Railroad Relocation Planning and
Environmental Study Public Hearing Summary
Report

Introduction

The Mississippi Department of Transportation (MDOT) and the Federal Railroad Administration
(FRA) held briefings for city officials and a public hearing for the Tupelo Railroad Relocation
Planning and Environmental Study. The purpose of the hearing was to give all interested parties
an opportunity to learn about the status of the project and to comment on their concerns to
MDOT. Both the briefings and the hearing were held on Thursday, August 11 in rooms 3, 4, and
5 at the BancorpSouth Arena at 375 East Main Street in Tupelo, Mississippi. The city officials’
briefings were conducted from 1:30 p.m. to 3:45 p.m., and the public hearing was held from 4:00
p.m. to 7:00 p.m. This public hearing summary report documents these meetings and the
comments captured.

Pre-Hearing Publicity

The date of the hearing was included in the Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement in the Federal Register that was issued on Thursday, July 14, 2011. A legal
notice announcing the availability of the DEIS for public viewing and the date of the hearing was
published in the Northeast Mississippi Daily Journal on July 10 and July 26, 2011. To further
publicize the hearing, a print advertisement was published in the Northeast Mississippi Daily
Journal on July 30 and August 5. A copy of the advertisement and the legal notice are included
in Appendix A of this report.

Two articles about the project were found on the internet prior to the hearing:
The Northeast Mississippi Daily Journal (NEMS360.COM). “Tupelo Rail Study Ends.”

Last retrieved August 9, 2011 at http://nems360.com/view/full _story/14971583/article-
Tupelo-rail-study-ends?instance=commented

Mississippi Business Journal. “Officials to Unveil Findings of Railroad Study.” Last
retrieved August 9, 2011 at hitp://msbusiness.com/2011/08/officials-to-unveil-findings-of-

railroad-study/

The purpose of this document is to serve as a record of meetings and Public Involvement held for the Tupelo Railroad Relocation EIS.
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Staff

The following agency and consultant staff were in attendance during the local officials briefing
and the public hearing.

Kim Thurman — MDOT Jim Lee - HDR

Rhea Vincent — MDOT Carnot Evans — HDR

Sedrick Durr — MDOT John Morton — HDR

John Underwood - MDOT Kevin Keller - HDR

Kenny Foote — MDOT Tim Casey — HDR

Ralph Farrell - MDOT Cecil Vick — ABMB Engineers

Juan Flores — MDOT Eric Jefferson — ABMB Engineers

Bill Jamieson — MDOT Patricia Stallings — Brockington & Assoc.
John Winkle - FRA Brett Brooks — Cook Coggin Engineers

A copy of the staff sign-in sheet is included in Appendix B of this report. Not all of the persons
listed above signed the sign-in sheet, but their presence was noted.

Meeting Content
The following displays were presented at these meetings:

Welcome Sign Board

Purpose and Need Board

Evaluation Matrix Board

Impact Summary Board

Build Alternative Renderings Board
Alternative Alignments Overview Board
In-Town Alternatives Overview Board

The Build Alternative Board

The Build Alternative Details (Table layout)

VVVVVVVYVYY
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Tupelo City Officials Briefing

Mr. Carnot Evans gave a formal presentation,

including a video, in two separate briefings with the

Mayor and a few council members. The first briefing

began at 1:30 p.m. and was attended by Mayor Jack

Reed and Councilpersons Mike Bryan and Markel

Whittington. The second briefing began at

approximately 2:30 p.m. and was attended by Mayor

Jack Reed, and Councilpersons Nettie Davis and

Willie Jennings. The briefings were conducted in a

conference style, with a question and comment

period following the technical presentation. The city

officials were also encouraged to view the display

boards and ask questions about them. A copy of the PowerPoint presentation can be found in
Appendix C. A summary of the city official briefings is included in Appendix D.

Public Hearing

The public hearing was conducted in an open house
style from 4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m., followed by a
formal  presentation/public  testimony  session
beginning at 5:30 p.m., and then resumed an open
house format until 7:00 p.m. The formal
presentation was given by Carnot Evans beginning
at 5:30 pm and lasted approximately 30 minutes.
Attendees were asked to fill out a sign-in sheet at the
entrance to the meeting room; the sign-in sheets are
included in Appendix B of this report. Handouts
that explained to the public the purpose of the
meeting, the alternatives that were considered, the
Build Alternative, and how to provide comments to MDOT were available for attendees. A copy
of the handout can be found in Appendix C. Comment cards were provided for written
comments. The comment card included a self-mailer for participants who wanted to mail their
comments at a later time. Persons who wished to express their opinions orally during the public
testimony segment were asked to fill out and submit a speaker card to any member of the project
team. The handouts also indicated that comments could be submitted until September 12", 2011
including by mail, fax, or e-mail.

From the sign-in sheets, approximately 30 people attended the hearing, including members of the
public, a representative from the KCS Railway, and elected officials. Written and verbal
comments were received for this meeting. At the hearing, Cecil Vick of ABMB went around the
room asking attendees about their concerns to determine how the public felt about the project;
his summary is in Appendix E.

The purpose of this document is to serve as a record of meetings and Public Involvement held for the Tupelo Railroad Relocation EIS.

Page 3




Public Hearing Summary Report

During the hearing, the public had an opportunity to give verbal comments following the
technical presentation and also directly to a court reporter stationed at the hearing. The court
reporter transcribed both the comments that were given to her directly and the comments openly
expressed by attendees following the presentation. One person gave verbal comments directly to
the court reporter, and nine people provided verbal comments after the presentation. The court
reporter’s transcript is included in Appendix E. The following is a synopsis of the verbal
comments received during the hearing.

e The project is too expensive to build. How could it ever be funded?
e Concerns about potential safety issues with an elevated rail (derailments, flying debris).

e Concerns about the impacts on property values and historic resources such as Mill
Village.

e Concerns about the aesthetic of the elevated rail sections; it won’t blend with the
surrounding built environment.

e Concerns about community cohesion; the elevated structure has the appearance of a wall
that will further divide the city physically, socially, and psychologically.

In addition to formal comments given verbally at the public hearing, MDOT also accepted
written comments on the comment cards that were provided at the hearing. Attendees were also
informed that they could provide written comments via fax or email to MDOT. One person
provided a letter to the court reporter, which is transcribed in the reporter’s notes. Copies of all
written comments are included in Appendix F of this report. There were 12 people who
submitted written comments. Overall, the written comments tracked closely with the verbal
comments described above, particularly the concerns about community cohesion and project
cost. The comments submitted can be summarized as preferring the following:

No-build
Alternative L or J
Alternative M
Other preferences

SONDN DN

From those characterized as having “other preferences”, the comments ranged from suggesting
that the crossings be double gated to silence the horns, to proposing that the rail line be located
somewhere outside of Tupelo. There were a good mix of comments received for the Build
Alternative both supporting and opposing it, but a predominant public opinion on the project
could not be determined by these comments.

The purpose of this document is to serve as a record of meetings and Public Involvement held for the Tupelo Railroad Relocation EIS.
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APPENDIX A

PUBLISHED ADVERTISEMENT and LEGAL NOTICE
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APPENDIX B

SIGN-IN SHEETS
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APPENDIX C

HANDOUT AND PRESENTATION MATERIALS
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August 11, 2011

BancorpSouth Arena
375 East Main Street, Tupelo, MS 38804
4:00 PM to 7:00 PM
Tupelo Railroad Relocation,
Planning, & Environmental Study
Public Hearing
Tonight’s Public Hearing is being held to inform THINK UP'
the general public of the preliminary study results )
for alternatives to relieve automotive / train traffic Presented By;

conflicts that has been selected for presentation in
Tupelo, Mississippi. The Build Alternative raises
the existing rail alignment to an elevation suitable
for road traffic underneath while providing an effi-
cient passageway for the rail line through Tupelo.



Points of Interest:

Two Railroad Lines
the BNSF and the KCS

20 to 25 Trains per Day for
BNSF and 3 per Day for the
KCS

Up to 40 Trains per Day in
2030
955.5 Vehicle-Hours Total

Daily Aggregate Delay for
2005

Think Up!

Introduction:

Tupelo is a community with a population of approximately
35,000 located in the northeast region of Mississippi and is the
region's major employment center. Two rail lines pass through
Tupelo, the BNSF main line and the Kansas City Southern Rail-
way (KCS) branch line. The BNSF main line currently operates
approximately 20 to 25 trains per day through the city and the
KCS rail line operates approximately 2 to 3 trains per day. The
two railroads exchange rail cars near downtown Tupelo.

Background and History:

In recent years, the City of Tupelo has become concerned that
highway-rail traffic conflicts are having an adverse impact on the
community. These impacts included congestion, safety, efficien-
cy of railroad operations, and quality of life issues, such as rail-
road and horn noise, vibration, and air pollution.

In 2000, MDOT conducted a reconnaissance study which con-
cluded that various improvement options, including re-routing
the rail traffic around the City, were feasible and that further
study was warranted. MDOT and the City agreed that from both
feasibility and economic perspectives, further studies were justi-
fied and necessary. In 2004, Congress provided funding necessary
to advance the project, and shortly thereafter, the Tupelo Rail-
road Relocation Planning and Environmental Study commenced.
The detailed Feasibility Analysis was completed in 2006. The En-
vironmental Impact Statement began in 2006 and the prelimi-

nary results are presented in tonight’s public hearing.



Figure 1. Think Up!



Why This Project?

39,000 AADT Traffic Count
at the Crosstown Intersec-

tion.

16 Highway/ Railroad
At-grade Crossings in

Downtown

Reduced Congestion and
Delays

Improved Safety for the
Traveling Public

Improved Response for
Emergency Vehicles

Enhanced Quality of Life

Think Up!

Purpose:

The purpose of the Tupelo Railroad Relocation Planning and En-
vironmental Study is to improve mobility and safety by reducing
congestion caused by the movement of trains running through
the City of Tupelo.

The BNSF and KCS rail lines share an interchange to exchange
rail cars just south of downtown Tupelo. There are 16 at-grade
highway/rail crossings within vicinity of downtown Tupelo,
shown on the previous page in Figure 1. Twelve of those are
owned by BNSF and four by KCS. The BNSF main line crosses
diagonally at-grade at the Crosstown intersection. The Main
Street/Gloster Street intersection has an annual average daily
traffic (AADT) count of 39,000 vehicles per day, making it one of
the busiest intersections in the City.

The projected train traffic for 2030 indicates approximately 40
trains per day on the BNSF main line. This would result in all 12
BNSF crossings having unacceptable levels of service in 2030,
with traffic backups affecting 3 more intersections.

Need:

The proposed project will address the following identified needs:
e To reduce vehicular traffic delays in downtown Tupelo

» To improve response for emergency vehicles

o To improve the safety of the traveling public

o To improve efficiency of railroad operations in the Tupe-
lo area

e To enhance quality of life with regard to traffic flow, noise,
and economic development



Figure 2. Think Up!



How We Got Here!

16 Alternatives Studied

Railroad Line Speeds up to
40 mph

Reduced Noise Impacts

Cumulative Cost Savings of
over $1.2 Billion Dollars

Think Up!

Build Alternative:

The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) studied 16 alternatives
in and around the Tupelo area, as shown in Figure 2. on the pre-
vious page. The study encompassed the No Build, roadways
bridging the railroad, the railroad bridging the roadways, various
railroad alignments being relocated around the major metropoli-
tan area, and the railroad being put in a trench. The Alternatives
were evaluated based on the purpose and need for the project
through an iterative process. The study concluded that only one

Build Alternative was feasible.

The Build Alternative raises the existing rail line in place while
staying within existing right-of-way. The rail line would be raised
to a sufficient height on a combination of bridges and fill sections,
see Figure 3. below, as to allow road traffic to travel freely under-
neath each existing crossing while providing a safe efficient pas-
sageway for the rail line. This combination of structure and fill
allows for reduced noise from train horns, less traffic congestion,
and increases efficiency and safety of railroad operations in Tupe-
lo.

Figure 3.
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Think Up!

Figure 5.

Phased
Construction:

Traffic delays are induced down-
town due to major north-south
and east-west roadways being
blocked during the necessary ex-
change of rail cars between BNSF
and KCS.

The proposed interchange reloca-
tion, Figure 5. shown below, re-
duces auto traffic delays by mov-
ing the BNSF-KCS interaction
away from downtown and placing
the exchange to the southeast
along the BNSF main line.

The relocated interchange could
be the first phase of a phased con-
struction strategy with subse-
quent phases evaluated at a later
date.

Relocated Interchange:
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At-Grade Traffic Delay Analysis
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Cost of Congestion

| 4
Year At-Grade Crossing [ Near-by Intersections as Secondary Impact | Total Cost of Congestion
2005 $7.817,200 $10,466,100 $18,283,300
2030 $24,556,700 $57,388,600 $81,945,300

»

From 2005 to 2030

At-Grade Crossing

Near-by Intersections as Secondary Impact

Total Cost of Congestion

$402,621,900

$848,183.750

$1,250,805,650




Alternatives Considered
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Operational Improvements




Operational Improvements
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In-Town Grade Separations




In-Town Grade Separations
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In-Town Grade Separations
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New Rail Bypass Alignments
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New Rail Bypass Alignments
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Detailed Alternative Analysis
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No-Build Alternative (Alternative A)

No-Build Alternative Impacts
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Elevated Rail Viaduct
(Build Alternative)
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Elevated Rail Viaduct
(Build Alternative)
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Existing Spring Street
Looking North

Spring Street w/ Proposed
Improvement
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Existing Green Street
Looking North

Green Street w/ Proposed
A Improvement
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Existing Carnation Street
Looking North

Carnation Street w/
Proposed Improvement
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Existing Magazine Street
Looking South

Magazine Street w/
Proposed Improvement
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Existing Gloster Street
Looking North

Gloster Street w/
Proposed Improvement
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Existing Riley Street
Looking North

Riley Street w/ Proposed
Improvement
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Existing Rob Leake Park

Looking West

Rob Leake Park w/
Proposed Improvement
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Impacts of Build Alternative
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Impacts of Build Alternative
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APPENDIX D

SUMMARY OF CITY OFFICIALS BRIEFING
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Public Involvement Record Sheet
Tupelo Railroad Relocation EIS

MEETING WITH CITY OFFICIALS

Date of Meeting August 11, 2011

Time of Meeting 1:30 pm

Location of Meeting BancorpSouth Arena, Tupelo, MS
Meeting Style Conference style meeting

To brief the Mayor and interested City officials on the status of

Purpose of Meeting the project prior to the public hearing

Duration of Meeting About 2 hours (2 sessions, approx.1 hour each)

City Attendees — Meeting 1.
Mayor Jack Reed

Councilman Mike Bryan
Councilman Markel Whittington

City Attendees — Meeting 2:
Mayor Jack Reed

Councilwoman Nettie Davis
Councilman Willie Jennings

Summary:

Rhea Vincent opened the first briefing with a round of self-introductions by attending staff from
FRA, MDOT, HDR, ABMB, Brockington & Associates, and Cook Coggin Engineers. Carnot
Evans explained that the purpose of the public hearing is to share information with the public
and to provide a forum for them to express their opinions and provide comments about the
project. The public hearing will be a combination of an open house style format from 4 — 5:30
p.m. At 5:30, a formal presentation will be given immediately after which the public will be
invited to ask questions. Following the formal presentation and Q&A period, the hearing will
return to an open-house informal style format until 7 p.m. Mr. Evans then presented the
PowerPoint presentation that would be shown to the public at 5:30 p.m.

During the PowerPoint, the Mayor asked what the term “design year” means. Mr. Evans
explained that future traffic is modeled from projections based on historic growth patterns to a

future year, typically 20 - 25 years from the year the analysis was conducted. In this case, the
The purpose of this document is to serve as a record of meetings and Public Involvement held for the Tupelo Railroad Relocation EIS.
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base year is 2005 and the design year is 2025. Mr. Vincent and Mr. Evans also explained the
concept of delay and cost of congestion. Future rail traffic projections were figured differently
from vehicular traffic, however, since rail operations are driven by national economic conditions.
Mr. Evans described the alternatives that were considered and studied, and how from the 16
alternatives considered, Alternative M became the preferred alternative through the NEPA
process.

Mr. Evans described the features, benefits, and impacts of Alternative M, and presented a video
“rendering” of how the elevated rail would look at various locations along the alignment in
Tupelo. With an estimated total construction cost of $385 million, no funds have been allocated
at this time to design or construct the facility. The City would be required to maintain the
structure, while the railroad would maintain the track and surface.
A few of the questions asked by the City officials:
1.) How long will this project take to build?
Response: Design would take about 1-1/2 to 2 years, and right-of-way acquisition would
take about 1-1/2 to 2 years. Construction of the project will take up to 2 years. Construction
would be phased.
2.) What would the annual maintenance require?
Response: Repainting the structure as needed, maintain the footpath below the structure,

3.) How can this project be funded?

Response: Congress is the most likely source for the majority of the funding. The City may
be required to put up a match, typically 20%.

4.) Would MDOT take the lead role in this project?
Response: Only if requested by the City and permitted to by the Commission.

5.) Could passenger service such as Amtrak be introduced as a potential funding source for the
City?

Response: Not likely. It would have to come from State, local, or private sources.

Notes taken by: Eric Jefferson, PE, ABMB Engineers, Inc.

The purpose of this document is to serve as a record of meetings and Public Involvement held for the Tupelo Railroad Relocation EIS.
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APPENDIX E

SUMMARY AND TRANSCRIPT OF HEARING
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CECIL VICK'S NOTES ON THE PUBLIC HEARING FOR THE TUPELO RAILS
PROJECT
Transcribed 09-13-2011

Considering the attendance at other public meetings for this project, the formal public
hearing had relatively low turnout. Despite that it went smoothly and well. It was an
open forum hearing with two formal presentations and two question and answer
sessions. This format worked well for both MDOT and for the public. Everyone | talked
to was happy with the venue, the displays, and the presentations.

The local politicians, representing the people, expressed these sentiments:
The Mayor:

e He clearly likes the preferred alternative more than any bypass.
e He has concerns about the City assuming maintenance responsibilities for the
proposed structure.
e He recognizes that some citizens are concerned that a long railroad bridge could
become a hangout for homeless people.
e He thinks that it might be possible to elevate the railroad over Eason Boulevard
only.
e He has no idea where the city would get $400 million to construct the project.
0 The city does not have it.
o0 MDOT said they do not have it.
o0 Traditionally you build such projects with earmarks, but earmarks of that
magnitude are very unlikely.

The City Council:

e At least one councilperson does not like construction on fill, because it would act
as a wall to separate neighborhoods.

e The Council is also concerned about the viaduct becoming a refuge for the
homeless.

The Historic Community:

e The Historic Preservation Commission, and some residents of the historic
community, opposed the preferred alternative. They say MDOT should put up
more gates and increase the speeds of the trains.

e A developer with investments in the Mill Village Community expressed his
concerns that the project would destroy the area’s historic integrity and ruin his
investment.

The Public in general:

e The citizens | talked to generally liked the proposal.



Generally any opposition was over historic concerns and how lessening the
integrity of the historic district could diminish property values.

Basically, among the private citizens there was relatively little opposition—even
by those who live adjacent to the tracks.

| talked to a heart patient who explained the critical nature of not having the train
block access to the hospital.

Among the people | talked to, there was strong opposition to putting the structure
on fill and using retaining walls. The people did not want aesthetically pleasing
retaining walls—the wanted the transparency beneath a bridge. Otherwise, they
saw the project as creating a wall dividing the City.

Most people though that $400 million was just too much money to spend to fix
the existing problem.
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APPENDIX F

WRITTEN COMMENTS
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Eric Jefferson

From: Vincent, Rhea <vincent@mdot.state.ms.us>
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2011 3:19 PM
To: Eric Jefferson

Subject: FW: Tupelo Railroad Relocation

From: Pat Falkner [mailto:Pat.Falkner@tupeloms.gov]
Sent: Monday, August 15, 2011 7:48 AM

To: Environmental_Comments

Subject: Tupelo Railroad Relocation

The proposed elevated structure for the railroad would be visually disruptive to a large part of the older section of
Tupelo, which the city has been trying to make more attractive for residential location and reinvestment. The elevated
structure would undermine this goal of our comprehensive plan. The plan’s transportation goals refer to the need to
study the Crosstown intersection and the possibility of relocating the railroad, but this alternative would impose
unwanted change to the character of several older neighborhoods. Preservation of those neighborhoods is of greater
importance than eliminating the train-caused traffic delays. Outside the question of environmental impact, the
estimated cost of the elevated structure makes the alternative financially unrealistic, to put it mildly. Neither local
taxpayers nor any other taxpayers should be asked to pay for this.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE This e-mail and any files or attachments may
contain confidential and privileged information.

IT you have received this message in error, please notify the sender at
the above e-mail address and delete 1t and

all copies from your system.



Eric Jefferson

From: Vincent, Rhea <vincent@mdot.state.ms.us>
Sent: Wednesday, September 28, 2011 3:20 PM
To: Eric Jefferson

Subject: FW: Tupelo Railroad changes

From: Eric Feng [mailto:tfsincms@bellsouth.net]
Sent: Sunday, August 07, 2011 7:42 AM

To: Environmental_Comments

Subject: Re: Tupelo Railroad changes

| wonder what's the cost if the train go underground instead of raising it plus the underground structure can
serve as shelter for people if tornado hits.

Eric Feng

President
The Feng's System, Inc.

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE This e-mail and any files or attachments may
contain confidential and privileged information.

IT you have received this message in error, please notify the sender at
the above e-mail address and delete i1t and

all copies from your system.



































